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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed 7/30/2007 appealing from the Office action mailed 
8/14/2006. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings, 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in 
the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

6,026,700 Mancuso 2-2000 

5,716,276 Mangas 2-1998 
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(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-4, 17 and 18 are ejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Mancuso (U.S. Patent 6,026,700) (see marked-up figure 16 below). 



Claim 1 . Mancuso discloses (fig. 16) a splined component for transmitting torque 
comprising: a main body (100) of formable metal (cross hatching of fig.2 denotes metal) and 
having a longitudinal axis; a plurality of spaced apart splines (300) of formable metal being 
generally parallel to the longitudinal axis of and extending from said body and being projections 
on said body that cooperate with slots (slots between teeth 400) on a corresponding shaft 
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enabling cooperative rotation; and a plurality of small raised portions (200) of said formable 
metal extending away from said main body and being generally parallel to the axis of said body, 
at least one of said raised portions adapted to contact the surface of a corresponding body (i.e. 
the surface of a cleaning brush, drop of grease, even a differently shaped shaft, etc.) said splines 
raised portions, and body are integral and homogenous. 

Claim 2. Mancuso discloses that the main body is hollow (to receive 400). 

Claim 3. Mancuso discloses that the splines extend inwardly (from 100). 

Claim 4. Mancuso discloses that said raised portions are uninterrupted. 

Claim 17. Mancuso discloses that said raised portions are disposed between said spaced 
apart splines. 

Claim 18. Mancuso discloses that said raised portions are disposed on the surface of said 
spaced apart splines. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mancuso (U.S. 
Patent 6,026,700) in view of Mangas (U.S. Patent 5,716,276). 

Claim 7. Mancuso does not expressly state that the formable metal is an aluminum alloy. 



Mangas teaches (col.4, 11. 1-12) that splined components should preferably be made of aluminum 
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alloys for the purpose of reducing weight. Furthermore, it is well known that aluminum alloys 
(e.g., such as aluminum alloyed with titanium) are stronger and lighter than pure aluminum. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the Mancuso formable metal to be an aluminum alloy, as 
illustrated by Mangas, for the purpose of decreasing weight and increasing strength. 

(10) Response to Argument 

Appellant's arguments with regard to the claim rejections have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

The Appellant argues that the relief depths Rl and fillets Fl are not small raised portions 
as recited in the claims. This is not persuasive since the rejection of the Appellant's claims does 
not rely on relief Rl or fillet Fl; but rather relies element 200 as noted on the marked-figure 
above to be the small raised portions adapted to contact the surface of a corresponding body. 

The Appellant argues that the Mancuso raised portions do not contact the surface of a 
corresponding body. This is not persuasive since this limitation is not POSITIVELY recited in 
the claims. Rather the claims functionally recite "at least one of said raised portions ADAPTED 
to contact the surface of a corresponding body" (emphasis added). Note that the Mancuso raised 
portions (200 as noted in the marked-up drawing above) are inherently fully capable of contact 
with the surface of a corresponding body such as, for example, a surface of a cleaning brush, 
drop of grease, an shaft received therein (including shafts not shown by Mancuso and differently 
shaped therefrom, etc.) It is well established that a recitation with respect to the manner in which 
an apparatus is intended to be employed (i.e. a functional limitation) is given only limited 
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patentable weight since it does not impose any structural limitation upon the claimed apparatus 
which differentiates it from a prior art reference disclosing the structural limitations of the claim. 
In re Pearson . 494 R2d 1399, 181 USPQ 641 (CCPA 1974); In re Casev . 370 F.2d 576, 152 
USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re Otto . 312 F.2d 937, 136 USPQ 458 (CCPA 1963). If the 
Appellant truly wishes to narrow the scope of the claim to require actual contact with a surface 
of a corresponding body, rather than the mere adaptation or capability thereof, then the claim 
phrase "adapted to" (line 10 of claim 1) should be deleted from the claim. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related 
Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
Respectfully submitted, 
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